Core Protections Compliance Summary Totals*
(as of September 30, 2000)

Number of Jurisdictions

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO)

Full compliance—zero violations 9
Full compliance—de minimis exceptions 39
Not in compliance

Funds withheld pending additional compliance data

Not participating

Separation of Juvenile and Adult Offenders

Full compliance—zero violations 41
Full compliance—exception provision 11
Funds withheld pending additional compliance data 2
Not participating 2

Jail and Lockup Removal

Full compliance—zero violations 11
Full compliance—de minimis exceptions 38
Not in compliance

Funds withheld pending additional compliance data

Not participating

Disproportionate Minority Confinement (DMC)

Completed identification and assessment, 21
implementing intervention and monitoring

Completed identification and assessment, implementing intervention 15

Completed identification and assessment/updating
data and revising intervention plan 2

Completed identification/implementing intervention/
conducting formal assessment

Conducting identification phase
Exempt from DMC requirement

DMC status under review

N O = W

Not participating

* States’ eligibility to receive FY 2000 formula grants was initially determined on the basis of 1998 monitoring reports for compliance with JJDP Act
core protections regarding DSO, separation, and jail and lockup removal and on the basis of information in FY 2000 Formula Grants program
comprehensive plans for compliance with the DMC core protection.
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State Compliance Based on 1998 Reports: Deinstitutionalization of
Status Offenders (DSO), Sec. 223(a)(12)(A)

FY 2000

Fewer than 29.4 violations per 100,000 persons under age 18 in the State.
bSouth Dakota and Wyoming did not participate in the FY 2000 Formula Grants program.
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State Compliance Based on 1998 Reports: Separation of

Juvenile and Adult Offenders, Sec. 223(a)(13)
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?OJJDP regulatory criteria set forth in Section 31.303(f)(6)(ii) of the OJJDP Formula Grants Regulation (28 C.F.R. 31)
and published in the May 31, 1995, Federal Register, allow States reporting noncompliant incidents to continue

in the program provided the incidents are not in violation of State law and no pattern or practice exists.
bSouth Dakota and Wyoming did not participate in the FY 2000 Formula Grants program.
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State Compliance Based on 1998 Reports: Jail and
Lockup Removal, Sec. 223(a)(14)
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“State was found in compliance based on the numerical or substantive de minimis standard criteria set forth in Section
31.303(f)(6)(iii)(B) of the OJJDP Formula Grants Regulation (28 C.F.R. 31) and published in the May 31, 1995, Federal Register.

PSouth Dakota and Wyoming did not participate in the FY 2000 Formula Grants program.
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State Compliance Based on FY 2000 Formula Grants Program Comprehensive Plan:
Disproportionate Minority Confinement (DMC), Sec. 223(a)(23)
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“Indiana has plans to update DMC identification and assessment data.

“South Dakota and Wyoming did not participate in the FY 2000 Formula Grants program.

dIn four territories, it has been determined that minority juveniles are not disproportionately arrested or detained.

“Puerto Rico is exempt from reporting racial statistics because of the homogeneity of its population.

PMaine and Vermont are exempt from the DMC requirement because their minority juvenile population does not exceed 1 percent of the total State juvenile population.
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